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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW - APPLICATION NO. 10/811,816 

Applicant's base claims (claims 1 and 3) each contain the limitation "a laser array 
imaging lens". One of ordinary skill in the art would immediately recognize that the term "laser 
array imaging lens" is intended to limit the subject matter being claimed to lenses that are 
capable of conjugating a laser array that forms an object of the laser array imaging lens onto a 
surface such that the resultant light pattern resembles the object, namely, the laser array. An f-9 
lens, which is a type of scanning lens that is well known to those of ordinary skill in the art, is 
not capable of conjugating a laser array so as to form a light pattern that resembles the laser 
array. Therefore, the rejection of claims 1 and 3, as well as the rejections of claims 2, 4-17 and 
19 that (directly of indirectly) depend from either base claim 1 or base claim 3, are clearly 
improper and should be reversed. 

The Examiner has thus far not controverted Applicant's position that an f-9 lens as 
disclosed in U.S. Patent No. 6,067,106 to Ishibe et ai. or U.S. Patent No. 5,991,063 to Ando is 
not capable of conjugating a "laser array" such that a resultant pattern of light resembles the 
laser array. As pointed out in the Request for Reconsideration filed 2/16/2007, an f-9 lens is not 
at all suitable for use in forming an image of an extended object, such as a laser array. Indeed, it 
has been pointed out that the term "imaging lens" is a term of art to those of ordinary skill in the 
art and that such lenses have an entirely different design and function from various types of 
"scanning lenses" (another term of art). Also, the Examiner has thus far not controverted 
Applicant's position that one of ordinary skill in the art would immediately recognize that the 
terms "scanning lens" and "imaging lens" refer to different species of lenses. The Examiner's 
position appears to be that the term "scan-imaging lens" is a term of art (i.e., a term having a 
defined meaning and commonly used by those of ordinary skill in the art). However, even if the 
term "f-9 lens" were commonly known to be a type of "scan-imaging lens" and even if the term 
"scan-imaging lens" were widely used and would be immediately recognized by one of ordinary 
skill in the art as being a broad term that is generic and includes both 'scanning lenses' and 
'imaging lenses*, Applicant's position (namely, that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
immediately recognize that the terms "imaging lens" and "scanning lens" refer to mutually 
exclusive species of lenses) would not be controverted 

Searches of the 'full-text' U.S. Patent collection (conducted on 3/1 1/2007) reveal that the 
number of patents that are retrieved when the search term "imaging lens" is input is 6,791, and 
the number of patents that are retrieved when the search term "scanning lens" is input is 1 ,144. 
On the other hand, only one patent is retrieved when the search term "scan-imaging lens" is 
input. Thus, the term "scan-imaging lens" is not yet a 'term of art'. Moreover, the Examiner's 
position that the term "imaging lens" is "a broad term used to define a lens for focusing the light 
beam to form an image on the surface with or without scanning so as to include the f-9 lens" is 
entirely inconsistent with the interpretation "imaging lens" would be given by one of ordinary 
skill in the art, as evidenced by the Exhibits A - G that were attached to the Request for 
Reconsideration filed on 21 1 6/2007. 
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More importantly, by the Examiner having now clearly established in the file 
prosecution history that the intended scope of the term "laser array imaging lens" (as used in each 
of base claims 1 and 3) does not include an f-9 lens as disclosed in U.S. Patent No. 6,067,106 to 
Ishibe et al. or U.S. Patent No. 5,991,063 to Ando, the rejections of record should clearly be 
reversed. 



(703) 759-2991 



Respectfully submitted, 
ARNOLD INTERNATIONAL 

Bruce Y. /(mold 
Reg. No. 28,493 

P.O. Box 129 

Great Falls, VA 22066-0129 
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